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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-3, 5-9, 11-15, and 17-20 have been presented for examination based 
on applicant's amendment filed on 30 November 2005. 

2. Claims 4, 10, and 16 are cancelled. 

3. New Claims 19 and 20 are added. 

4. Claims 1-3, 7-9, 13-15, 19, and 20 remains rejected by the examiner. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicants arguments filed on 30 November 2005 have been fully considered. 
Regarding amendments to the specification : The examiner based on the 
amendment filed on 30 November 2005 has approved applicant's proposed 
specification changes. 

Regarding Applicant's response to 112 rejection : The examiner withdraws 112 
rejection of claims 1,12, and 16 based on the amendments and arguments of 
applicant's response filed on 30 November 2005. 

Regarding applicant's response to 103 rejection : Applicants argued that the prior 
art which recite by the examiner have owned by the same assignee and 
disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as 102(e). The examiner has been fully 
considered applicant's argument and withdrawn the rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

6. Claims 1 , 2, and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Powell et al., Publication No. US 2002/0170037 A1, referred herein as Powell. 
As per Claim 1: 

Powell discloses a method for providing centralized access to instrumentation 
count event information generated by simulation testing of hardware description 
language (HDL) simulation models said method (Abstract) comprising: 

For each of one or more of said HDL simulation models, generating an entity list 
that includes an identifier [0041] for each design entity within said hardware simulation 
model that has at least one instantiated instrumentation count event ([0005] lines 8-14); 

associating each of the design entity identifiers [0041] within said entity list with 
identifiers for one or more of said HDL simulation models in which the design entity is 
instantiated such that instrumentation count event information is accessible using 
design entity information (Abstract). 
As per Claim 2: 

Powell discloses entity list is generated during model build processing of said 
HDL simulation model prior to simulation of said HDL simulation models ([0002] lines 1- 
6). 

As per Claim 3: 

Powell discloses associating each of the design entity identifiers [0041] within 
said entity list with identifiers for one or more of said HDL simulation models in which 
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the design entity is instantiated ([0005] lines 8-14) comprises generating a translation 
table that indexes the design entity identifiers included in the entity lists in accordance 
with the HDL simulation models in which the design entities are instantiated ([0096] Fig. 
5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 7-9, 13-15, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Powell et al., Publication No. US 2002/0170037 A1, referred herein 

as Powell as applied to claims 1 ,2, and 3 above, and further in view of Bade et al., 

Publication Nu. 2002/0059054 A1, referred herein as Bade. 

As per Claim 7: 

Powell discloses a method for providing centralized access to instrumentation 
count event information generated by simulation testing of hardware description 
language (HDL) simulation models said method (Abstract) comprising: 

Processing means that, for each of one or more of said HDL simulation models, 
generating an entity list that includes an identifier [0041] for each design entity within 
said hardware simulation model that has at least one instantiated instrumentation count 
event ([0005] lines 8-14); 
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processing means for associating each of the design entity identifiers [0041] 
within said entity list with identifiers for one or more of said HDL simulation models in 
which the design entity is instantiated such that instrumentation count event information 
is accessible using design entity information (Abstract). 

Powell fails to disclose simulation testing is performed within a batch simulation 
farm by multiple simulation clients communicating with an instrumentation server. 

Bade discloses simulation testing is performed within a batch simulation farm by 
multiple simulation clients communicating with an instrumentation server [0198; Fig. 41]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Powell related to a method ad an 
apparatus for controlling event ordering in a mixed-language simulator that utilizes 
models written in a different languages to simulate hardware designs with the teachings 
of Bade related to evaluate, design, and simulate embedded systems. The motivation 
for doing so would have been more convenient to reduce the resources used by a client 
computer [0199]. Hence a skilled artisan having access to the teaching of Powell and 
Bade would have knowingly modified the teaching of Powell with Bade. 
As per Claims 8 and 14: 

The limitations of claims 8 and 14 have already been discussed in the rejection of 
claim 2. They are therefore rejected under the same rationale. 
As per Claims 9 and 15: 

The limitations of claims 9 and 15 have already been discussed in the rejection of 
claim 3. They are therefore rejected under the same rationale. 
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As per Claim 13: 

The limitation of claim 13 has already been discussed in the rejection of claim 7. 
They are therefore rejected under the same rationale. 
As per Claim 19: 

Powell discloses generating an entity list is performed by one or more of said 
simulation clients ([0005] lines 8-14). 

Powell fails to disclose simulation testing is performed within a batch simulation 
farm by multiple simulation clients communicating with an instrumentation server. 

Bade discloses simulation testing is performed within a batch simulation farm by 
multiple simulation clients communicating with an instrumentation server [0198; Fig. 41]. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Powell related to a method ad an apparatus for 
controlling event ordering in a mixed-language simulator that utilizes models written in a 
different languages to simulate hardware designs with the teachings of Bade related to 
evaluate, design, and simulate embedded systems. The motivation for doing so would 
have been more convenient to reduce the resources used by a client computer [0199]. 
Hence a skilled artisan having access to the teaching of Powell and Bade would have 
knowingly modified the teaching of Powell with Bade. 
As per Claim 20: 

Powell discloses simulation testing is performed within a batch simulation farm by 
multiple simulation clients communicating with an instrumentation server, and wherein 
said associating design entity identifiers within said entity list with identifiers for one or 
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more said HDL simulation models ([0005] lines 8-14) is performed by said 
instrumentation server. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 5,6,11,12,17, and 1 8 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

a. Regarding claims 5, 6, 1 1 , 1 2, 1 7, and 1 8 the prior art of record fail to 
teach the limitation of "delivering an aggregate count event packet from 
simulation client to said instrumentation server, wherein said aggregate count 
event packet includes count event data recorded during said simulation." 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiring concerning this communication or earlier communication from the 
examiner should be directed to Kibrom K. Gebresilassie whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-8571. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 am to 
4:30 pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner 
supervisor, Kamini shah can be reached at (571) 272-2279. The official fax number is 
(571) 273-8300. Any inquiring of a general nature relating to the status of this 
application should be directed to the group receptionist whose telephone number is 



(571)272-3700. 
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